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PREFACE 


Two speeches on the same subject - the relationship between Fascism and Culture 
- are published here as I delivered them, as dictated by a passion nourished by 
meditation, but which for this very reason always wants to meet the maximum 
responsibility: that of action. 

I have not changed them from the shorthand text. Any correction would have led 
me to start over and then I would have done nothing, because our time does not want 
yesterday to be redone, but today and tomorrow to be made. And I never know how to 
persuade myself that the things I have said do not appear obvious; and I always prefer 
to move on or reiterate ideas according to journalistic custom, and even fascist, that is, 
in obedience to the goad of reality, which walks, repeating them in another form and for 
another reason. And if I publish these speeches, I am responding to an invitation from 
someone who, reading them, assured me that it would be useful to unite them in a small 
volume. 

The topic is certainly fundamental, and we will continue to discuss it for a long 
time. Fascism is a comprehensive creation, and it is above all an attitude of the spirit, a 
religious, ethical, artistic interpretation of life, understood as a mission, even before 


being a specific policy. That is, it has precisely, prevalent and animating, those 


characteristics, so evident in the dominating humanity of Benito Mussolini, that culture 
would like to deny him, to attribute them to itself, in clear antithesis to fascist politics. 
And instead, this very culture, which is being fought here, is deprived of the essential 
signs of the lineage, it is spiritually inferior. 

Thus posed the problem by us, but also by our adversaries, there is no possibility 
of half measures. We are at open war. The fascist is the Italian, at maximum power, 
against the universalistic abstractionism that the anti-fascist culture wants to claim to 
reach, as an ideal, which we judge to be a deadly counterfeit. The struggle takes on the 
aspects of a racial, religious struggle, and it cannot be reduced to compromises or 
subjected to false objectivity. And here are harsh judgments on the past, peremptory, like 
the one I thought I pronounced on vocismo and that I maintain, even when a comrade of 
faith like Soffici, who participated in the cenacle of Voce, invokes some partial 
recognition; even when it is necessary not to indulge in conventional hypocrisy and to 
reiterate a harsh judgment, such as Gobetti deserved, after his sad death, for having 
been a typical continuator of vocismo in his Liberal Revolution. 

Fascism was born seven years ago and has made gigantic strides, and already 
has a credit of powerful achievements. But it must do even more and it will truly be an 
era, with its thought, its art, its culture. For today it must act with this unitary will to be 
the foundation of an edifice and to build hard, as one builds at the base, digging with 
great blows, making way and marking in depth, remembering that the first Romulean 
law was the law of the furrow, and the first inexorable punishment struck Remus, the 
violating brother. 

As for the practical problem of state responsibility and action, just now, while I 
am putting these few words of preface to the two speeches, I had to comment on the 
fascistic eviction ordered by the Rector Mangiagalli, of the University of Milan, to the 
Congress of philosophers, who had indulged in anti-fascist games, with the usual 


invocation to freedom. And I wrote as follows: 


"First of all, it must be said that a congress of philosophers is a totally idiotic 
thing. As is well known, there are only people who profess intelligence, speculative 
thought, study, to succeed in totally idiotic things. In fact, no one can realize the serious 
aims of a conference of philosophers of different schools and tendencies, to resolve, by 
majority vote and agendas, problems of the domain of the spirit. Even less is it 
admissible that they can resolve minor practical problems, when one knows the petulant 
and irascible fury with which philosophers fight each other, not only in the field of the 
spirit, but also in the academic, scholastic and non-scholastic fields. 

Having said this, to establish that the defendants in Milan had no right, even with 
regard to their collective occupation, to any reverential respect, but rather deserved the 
most ironic distrust, we believe that we cannot stop at eviction. 

Professor De Sarlo, a Professor Martinetti and also a certain Caramella, who, with 
others, wanted the Congress to affirm an antithesis between the spirit, culture and 
Fascism, have not only insidiously declared this, but have then turbulently disapproved 
of Professor Carlini, who claimed the virtues of Fascism; and, after the intimation of 
Senator Mangiagalli, they gathered in a protest rally, and, as is assured, they shouted that 
their protest must go beyond the borders and especially to Germany. 

Well, clear words, very clear. In Italy the State is fascist; the national society is 
fascist. It has been fought, it is fought for this. Strenuously. The Leader demands 
discipline from everyone, which he himself imposes on himself first. For Italy the hours 
are ringing, which do not tolerate dispersion, desertions, deviations. It is absurd to admit 
that, in this gigantic effort, the schools, university or otherwise, constitute themselves as 
a refuge of anti-fascism, and therefore today of anti-state. It is inadmissible that teachers 
of state schools, secondary or university, and therefore state officials, in a ridiculous 
gathering, in the name of a spiritual superiority that they presumptuously attribute to 
themselves, but that none of those who fight hard for Italy, in the name precisely of a 
spiritual mission made action, can recognize, arrogate to themselves the right to accuse 


the fascist State, fascist society; pretend to act against them; and finally, after a first 


modest lesson, they invoke foreign solidarity, and more particularly that of foreigners, 
who have recently attempted to harm our national unity and bloodily offend our mission 
of civilization. 

We ask the Head of Government and the Minister of Education to quickly 
ascertain the responsibilities of those, university teachers or otherwise, employed by the 
State, who have carried out such typical anti-fascist demonstrations in Milan, and to 
exclude them, with the powers of the laws of the State, from teaching. 

It is time to put an end to the Universities that are hotbeds of anti-fascism and 
therefore anti-Italianism. No concern to strike and also in large numbers. We know that 
some feel that a rapid replacement would be difficult. Even if this were true, even if, in 
the meantime, it were not possible to assign teachings, suddenly made vacant, to other 
teachers, we explicitly affirm that even the extreme of the suspension of a teaching is 
preferable, rather than the unspeakable tolerance of a teaching that is necessarily anti- 
fascist and anti-Italian. 

In the specific case of philosophy, that is, of a teaching that is not practical but 
formative of the spirit, the proposition we are enunciating seems fundamental to us. 

On the other hand, we think that similar measures could be healthy in showing 
what appropriate additions should be made to our teaching. If some chairs remain 
vacant, well, let us make the voice of the great problems of the present hour reach our 
universities, our high schools, which impose on Italy that prompt vigilance that the 
Leader calls for. Let us make the voice of the military and colonial problems reach us; 
let us make known the spirit and the form of all the new fascist legislation, and we will 
have filled very well the gaps that could be opened by large-scale restructuring of 


universities and other schools, with numerous permanent dismissals of teachers”’. 


I don't think I need to add anything else. It will continue anyway. Fascism doesn't 


give up. 


Rome, March 31, 1926 


Speech given on January 24, 1926 in the Great Hall of the University of 
Pisa 

Citizens and Comrades, I must thank you all for having allowed a faithful soldier 
the honor of ascending to this glorious chair. You will also allow me not to respond to 
this honor by appealing here, which could be considered rhetorical, to past glories, but 
instead to try, in what I am about to tell you, to obey the best and continuous character of 
the Tuscan spirit, which has been and always is of extreme clarity. 

In this hall the past can be joined with the present, because the great past of 
studies, of culture, of action, of struggles, of suffering, was continued in Curtatone and 
Montanara, was continued on the battlefields of the Great War, was continued in the 
spirit of sacrifice of the youth who came out into the squares of Italy to tame the last 
remnant of the faction. If this is the case, then no other continuity can be permitted in 
me, remembering that I too was a student and scholar, a university student and scholar of 
classical disciplines, if not in wanting to speak only as a fascist, that is, not as a party 
member, nor as someone who belongs to a community separated from the Nation, but as 
someone who, being a fascist, wants to be Italian in the world. And so to preserve the 
classical tradition, but not to be Latin according to a latest French and demo-Masonic 
fashion; not Hellenizing according to other fashions that sought to bring, in the present 
time, the worst of a loud-mouthed demagogy; not a German philologist in a second-hand 
classicism, given back to us with an implicit imperialism of others; but understanding 
classicism as a condition of the spirit that creates and therefore not a cold constraint, but 
an act of life. Now what should a fascist say in this room? He must say that culturalism 
and intellectualism have lined up against Fascism. And that is fine. We can also accept, 
for that part that has become manifest, this antithesis. We accept it because it has rightly 


indicated to us a position that we must attack and will attack. 


How was this intellectualism and this culturalism an adversary of Fascism? Was it 
perhaps an adversary because of a conscious antithesis capable of fighting? No. It tried 
to assume the attitude of a superior judge who wanted to stay above the fray. But this 
was a mask. In reality the contrast was first and foremost the effect of laziness, because 
this intellectualism, when it had to rely on principles of political life, had entrusted itself 
to demo-masonry and "sociological" positivism, and no longer had the strength to 
remake other active principles, to replace the commonplaces it had trusted. Then there is 
cowardice, that is, not feeling capable of participating in a struggle (because Fascism is a 
struggle) and in the struggle running all the risks that are not only personal but also 
moral risks of daily life, to sustain which requires the obstinate courage of all hours and 
all minutes to nourish the constancy of one's faith, even when it seems that events could 
ruin the absolute faith in Italy. Then there is something else, if the professors present 
may allow me, that must be said. There is jealousy and academic gossip, a disease that 
also takes hold of those who want to show off anti-academic coquetry. Do you want an 
example? Isn't it perhaps academic hatred that has driven Senator Croce in recent times 
to deny, out of hatred for Giovanni Gentile's fascism, everything he had written in harsh 
criticism of the demo-masonic mentality? Is it not perhaps out of academic hatred that 
Senator Croce has neglected even what should be at least the decorum of thought, to 
place his prose in the newspaper which is the documentation of anti-thought? 
(Applause). 

Finally, there is another reason: that positivist, humanitarian and not humanistic 
sentiment (there is a profound difference), good only for erasing the connotations of the 
spirit, which arose from that positivist foundation that gives, even to mediocre culture 
and mediocre intellectuality, the illusion of a false universal mission, and in which we 
had lost the only true mission that has lasted for two thousand years: the Italian mission. 
Thus, and for no other reason, the representatives of culture and intellectualism have 
been against us. We want to make ourselves aware of this aversion. In the meantime, it is 


a fact that we have been extremely tolerant with these gentlemen. Extremely tolerant 


perhaps also for this reason: because in the face of our strength, we have understood 
how little of it would be needed, if we had to use it, to get rid of them in twenty-four 
hours. It is certain that, even while proceeding with a profound scholastic reform, we 
have left our adversaries of culture and teaching calm, safe, unpunished, if not 
sometimes favored. This regime of tyranny has been extremely generous, as the 
democrats had not been in the parliamentary conquest of '76, when the Left came to 
power and in a short time the sad link between the Masonic lodge and the university 
classroom was established. Well: what has not been done does not mean that it should 
not be done. (Applause). And since it is good to give immediate concreteness to the 
word, I will refer to concrete and typical elements of fascist action. Fascism has been 
accused of anti-intellectualism and anti-culturalism; it has been indicated as a violent 
and undoctrinal movement. 

It is not true. After many years of a democratic-liberal regime, the fascist 
government itself knew and wanted to provide the universities with the greatest means 
that could be permitted by the budget. This is what it knew and wanted to do, after a 
period in which, due to a monstrous false antithesis, it was said that it was necessary to 
destroy the barracks to create schools. Instead, we have found the courage and the 
money so that the fatherland can find its strength both in the barracks and in the school. 
Because the barracks are a very large and very strong school, and because the school 
cannot have strength if that deep and severe spirit of discipline that is in the barracks 


does not penetrate it. (Applause). 


Today another measure, of the Government, which awaits its resolution, shows 
how beyond the scholastic function, we want to aim at an institution that includes all the 
tradition and creative capacity of the Italian spirit, and that is the Academy. But, within 
these institutions, we must act, and act well, the law on bureaucracy that even some 
fascists believed should stop at the threshold of the Universities. No. Above all in the 


Universities that law must enter with an iron execution, because it is not possible to 


compare the harm that a teacher can do to that which a financial superintendent or a 
tobacco factory director or any other official can do. Where the State takes care of 
education directly and at its own expense, with an aim that can be nothing other than the 
national aim, we must watch so that betrayal does not occur, in the very formation of 
youth, which one day we may find ourselves facing deformed. This no, must not happen 
again, and it would be absurd if at the very moment in which, with enormous sacrifices, 
we were trying to realize the construction of the national State, we allowed that, where it 
is not so much the professional that needs to be trained as the citizen, the awareness and 
the doctrine of this national State were missing. It is not admissible that while the State 
is being trained in institutions, the awareness of this work should be missing where the 
Italian ruling class needs to be created. Only under this condition can the State school be 
justified. 

The profound contradiction of the democratic liberal regime, which had subjected 
all teaching to the State, was precisely this: that the State, at the very moment in which it 
assumed all the powers to impose on the citizen a certain ranking of studies, did not 
pretend that these studies would lead to the only culture necessary for the formation of 
the Italian citizen. We must therefore implement the law on Bureaucracy above all and 
first of all in the Universities. After all, have not these renewals already taken place? 
When Italy, in the formation of its unity, found itself faced also with good local 
traditions of schooling, did it not have to proceed with sudden and radical changes? 
When the professors, who nevertheless represented a worthy local culture, were fired 
from the University of Naples, after 1860, this was done to prevent the perpetuation of 
an anti-unitarian spirit. And blessed, if there were any in the rapid replacement, even the 
asinine teachers, if nevertheless they expressed the new spirit of Italian Unity. Such 
solutions of continuity in culture are also beneficial if we consider that in these voids we 
can throw the fresh soil of a passion and of a great historical moment, in which the new 
plant sprouts and the new fruits of the Italian spirit come, always anxious for new 


formations. On the other hand, we have already known a University that has given us - 


when it has given us - the doctor, the engineer, the lawyer, the teacher, but we have 
already suffered too much because in this professional character of culture the 
integration of the national sense was missing. And today we must instead aim precisely 
at this, also because we know that strictly professional perfection can be achieved in the 
exercise of the individual, but what is needed instead, during the period of youthful 
formation of the spirit, is not so much a sum of notions, as the ability to group one's own 
notions and lead them back to a perpetually animating principle, which must be national, 
that is, to an Italian principle. Here is the true necessity of teaching. Until yesterday it 
was believed that the freedom of the spirit was respected by not giving the spirit any 
decisive imprint. But, in fact, behind the formula of freedom, in many Italian 
universities those hearths of a national social democratic mentality were able to form 


and maintain themselves, which has caused our country to run the greatest risks. 


But if a new work of the Universities is needed, we must go with Fascism even 
further than the scholastic norms, and the new creative element must be the Academy. 
We must understand each other well on the constitution of this Institute. It must be an 
Institute of active training, a propulsive Institute, where the best essence of the fascist 
spirit is preserved, which is not tied to any formulation of a political program, but is an 
essentially Italian, creative spirit, the same that, just a little while ago, in good company 
with your fellow citizens, | found expressed in the wonderful spirited sculptures of 
Giovanni Pisano, in which Romanity becomes instinct and passion, renewed by the 
glories and fortunes of Pisa. 

After all, who is it who, from the height of his armchair, claims to tell Italians that 
to serve the spirit one must keep oneself above passions and, if necessary, alienate it 
from the struggles of one's own nation? Who is it who in Italy, perhaps to absolve 
himself of the grave sin of not having foreseen or, worse still, understood the war, has 
dared to say that one can maintain faith in culture only by making oneself alien to the 


struggles and sufferings of one's own nation? Where did Senator Croce learn these 


presumptuous absurdities? Perhaps in Italy, where the whole history of thought and art, 
even that of the plastic arts, is intimately linked with the life suffered and exalted by 
Italy itself? Where the greatest poem is by the greatest factious? And how did he learn 
that, to be respectful and serene interpreters of the past, one must not live the life of 
one's own time? Perhaps he has forgotten that at the time when the sense of classicism 
was regaining its strongest and most vivid form in Italy, the men who interpreted the 
ancient and felt it were men of their time and were called Foscolo and Leopardi? And 
who taught him that a man of thought and culture must not also give an example of 
obedience to the laws of his time? Senator Croce, who is a philosopher, does not 
remember that Socrates' drinking of hemlock was also an example. Everything Senator 
Croce says now out of spite is something that does not correspond to reality, nor to 
history, nor to the reasons for the development of spiritual life. (Applause). 

On the other hand, is it true that there is this conflict between politics and culture 
and art? But don't we feel, today, that Mussolini is giving Italy, with his spare eloquence, 
all bones and muscles, an example of new prose? And with his truly Pindaric transitions 
and his visions of a vast future, an example of great lived art? And isn't he giving, in his 
rapid and concise political speeches, an example of revelatory culture? What didn't the 
Leader say in his last speech, only five minutes long! He said everything that was 
necessary for the sentiment and the right of the Regime. But we also feel another force: 
that finally in his word there is that high ethical element which is responsibility, since 
each of his words represents the manifestation of a fact that he has accomplished, of the 
reality that he has suffered and shaped. This is truly the highest creative sign of the 
spirit. And he offers us a new style, the same one that, when we were young and studied 
Julius Caesar, we felt in the complete simplicity of the great book: All of Gaul is divided 
into three parts..... A great book because it was dictated not by a geographer or a 
spectator, but by the conqueror, by the manager of the things said. (Applause). So also 
politics when it is no longer a party but truly an Italian creation, when it becomes again, 


as in the Leader, the incarnation of a secular mission, then it becomes art, style, fantasy, 


culture, in a word: divination. 


If you, obeying this fascist spirit, in the courses of the Institute of Culture and the 
People's University, criticize old commonplaces and bring an immediacy that is also 
destructive of old academic positions, but you do this with that sense of absolute 
discipline that is typical of Fascism, then you can be sure that you will do a good work. 
And when your adversaries tell you that you are betraying universalistic ideas, you 
answer no. Answer that, in doing so, you are not betraying any idea, but you are 
summarizing everything in a single idea that has lived for two thousand years in history, 
and which is called Italy. This is the new idea of which we must be the priests: an active 
idea, which, from the Etruscan and Greek civilizations of ancient Italy, to the Roman 
one that gave the Empire to the world; from the spiritual torment of the Middle Ages, to 
the age of Dante, to the Renaissance, up to today, can, only by being Italian, resume a 
universal function. Of that universalism that does not mean renouncing one's own 
characteristics, but a conscious and strong return to the mission that we all now feel is 
no longer something that can be denied, because every time we have tried to forget it or 
not serve it as we should, we have been atrociously punished, especially with servitude 
to foreigners. This mission is something that belongs to us only insofar as it was 
entrusted to Italy by God, and has found its guide today in Dante's Greyhound, in Benito 
Mussolini. (Applause). 


Speech given in Florence for the Venetian Cultural Institute on 28 
February 1926 
I am very honored to inaugurate the courses of the Culture Circle "Giacomo 
Venezian" whose intentions have just been expressed to you by comrade Serragli. In 
truth, in choosing the title that was requested for my speech, I thought that perhaps it 
would have seemed useless if we had only thought of the one who gave the Culture 


Circle its name, that is, Giacomo Venezian, because Giacomo Venezian was, in every 


moment of his life, as a professor, as a citizen and as a soldier, a single person: that is, he 
demonstrated by example how there can never be, in any moment of life, a gap or 
contrast between politics and culture. 

I believe, however, that it is necessary to insist on clarifying the relationships that 
exist between culture and politics, not only to respond to a customary attitude of 
adversaries, who want or pretend to make culture a sort of unpunished asylum of anti- 
fascism; but because I believe that we must above all affirm that being fascist also 
means understanding, and bringing to its best fulfillment, the fact and the spirit of 
culture. 

I believe therefore that I can add some things to those already said a few months 
ago, on a similar occasion, at the University of Pisa, and which seemed very harsh to our 
adversaries. I believe that they must be repeated to reaffirm them and to be even harsher, 


if necessary. 


First of all, we must understand what politics is. There is a way of calling politics 
contemptuously. It is very true: politics is often accompanied by the basest passions of 
men, by ambition, by vanity, by calculation, by interest. But is it perhaps permissible to 
forget, when one wants to blame politics alone for all these evils, that these evils are 
instead inherent in the human mixture with which we are capable of carrying out our 
actions? Can we truly affirm that these evils are not also in the greatest institutions, even 
in those that have resisted over the centuries? They were evils that accompanied the 
Empire, evils that accompanied the Church, evils that accompany any human fact, that 
penetrate even into what is the intimacy of the family. Low passions are everywhere and 
we cannot blame politics alone for them. There is instead a moment in which, with 
contradictory optimism, one wants to do politics, stopping exclusively at the mode of 
action, and often losing the purpose and the ends of the action itself. But then we can 
well say to our adversaries, wherever they may be, that this politics that stops at the 


mode does not belong to us. It is the politics of all democracy, which affirms and 


exhausts itself exclusively in the exercise of suffrage and in the rights of majorities, and 
does not want to know what the majority can or cannot, what it knows or does not know 
how to do. Or it is that political mode that stops exclusively at the interest and the 
materialist interpretation of history; and this too does not belong to us, for it is socialism 
reduced to class struggle. Here then, yes, is a politics that in its very theorization, which 
is often the theorization of those evils that we have seen, 1s a politics that falls back into 
the same evils, which are commonly designated with contempt. 

Our politics is another: it is an interior politics, of passion, and it is a tragedy, 
because it is of creation, because, more than to the manner, we stop at the origins and the 
end of the action itself. This is fascist politics; this is the politics of the great moments of 
history. And so there is no right to address this facile commonplace of contempt to it. All 
the more so since we can affirm that precisely this politics becomes essentially more 
meritorious, when it takes the low passions of men, submits them, twists them to a high 
purpose and leads society, necessarily under the iron of discipline, to be better than 
itself, outside of individual egoisms! (Applause). 

We declare that our politics cannot do without human passions. Indeed, we 
recognize ourselves in human passions, but we want to take the best of human passions 
and work with them, and we do not admit that anyone from the other shore, from the 
shore of culture, comes to reproach us for this very ardent and burning experiment that 
we are carrying out: to seize the good passions of man, the good Italian passions, and 
make them Italy's mission! After all, political history is, whatever our adversaries say, a 
history that includes everything, because it is the history of human society, which is the 


only practical way in which an ideal can be realized. 


Let us now look at the other term: culture. What is meant by culture? Our 
adversaries claim to include under this title also art, pure speculation, everything that has 
a truly lively sense of creation. Well, even if this is admitted, is it perhaps possible to say 


that art, creative speculation is something abstract that can truly be separated from what 


is good politics, in the sense I have said? Is it possible to admit that art, speculation, do 
not carry within themselves the best germs of a race, and are not the expression of a 
people? When with the word culture we also want to reach this fresh zone of creation 
where the seed of a people blossoms, we can no longer recognize in the fruits produced 
that aridity and that sterility and that abstraction, which men of culture believe they must 
defend against what are indicated as the dangers of politics. And when, beyond what is 
transitory and contingent in the production of art, we arrive at the great creative figures, 
then we reach that great ideal kinship, which unites all heroes of the spirit, whether they 
are leaders of peoples, whether they are great captains and founders of empires, whether 
they are great artists and creators of works of thought. And then we are in the heights of 
a great climate that is unique, and it is the climate in which each people creates in the 


Hero the representative man of its own secular life. 


But if we also go to the other zone, where culture claims to be more itself, that is, 
outside the zone of artistic creation, where culture is reflected speculation of criticism, 
of history, of investigation, there too we see all the falsity of this alleged gap between 
culture and politics. What is the object of this cultural action? What is the object of study 
and investigation? But that is precisely what this culture says, at the moment in which it 
lives, it wants to keep far away and separate from itself: it is past life, especially political 
life, life as a whole that includes all the manifestations of a society. And so, if this is for 
the past, how can culture defend itself from the obligation, from the necessity of being, 
in the present, one with the political life of a country? It defends itself with a ridiculous 
pretext: by stopping in time. 

In fact, as we see critics who only consider art in the past, and indeed have a 
minute, inquiring, trite respect for past art that annuls sensitivity and the possibility of a 
new interpretation, others do the same for other fields of examination and study. But it is 
not possible to stop one's study at a distance of fifty years and create a sort of gray area 


to study, beyond this fifty year period, all the aspects of a political life, and instead 


refuse to accept those that are the continuations of this past life in the life that one lives 
and has the duty to understand, because one has the duty to take a place of struggle and 
combat in it. (Applause). After all, there is a part of culture, precisely that which in 
recent times has been imbued with anti-fascism, which denies itself daily, in that it is 
realized in a pedantic investigation of past political life, to then become contemptuous of 
the present. But who, climbing the Hills Avenue, looks at the whole city of Florence, 
united and collected as if carried on the palm of a saint, still in a votive fresco, could, in 
the aesthetic and secular emotion that takes hold of him, separate and divide the life of 
art and beauty from the political life of Florence and from the glories and furies and 
sufferings and torments of its history? (Applause). And, on the other hand, in the name 
of what culture does one want to deny, especially today, obedience to the law of 
struggle? Precisely in this Franciscan year a profound warning comes to us from the rule 
of Saint Francis, and it is that Franciscan sanctity itself had to choose a rule of struggle, 
because the same spiritual peace of Saint Francis is a peace achieved through a long 
crusade and through a long struggle, understood as obedience and as purification. 
(Applause). Therefore faith itself is not lawless, it is never anarchy, it is never the pride 
of isolated thought. And yet culture, understood in its best sense, has nothing better to do 


than to unite, in obedience to the only law of struggle, together with politics. 


But then is there a culture without politics? A culture or an expression of thought 
that is not at the same time the expression of a race? The mission of a people? Let us 
look at the recent phenomenon, truly worldwide, of imperial culture: of that culture 
under which so many deformations have been inflicted on Italian culture; of Germanic 
culture. Well, who would dare to say that this powerful manifestation, which our tiny 
men believed to be only an abstraction of thought, did not instead carry in its womb the 
sense of domination, the will to empire of an entire race? (Applause). When we felt that 
Germanic culture was taking possession of all our Roman history and all our classicism, 


did we not also feel that in this possession there was the desire for study, but also the 


need for demolition, for partial denigration, and above all the desire to demonstrate that, 
if ever there was an imperial inheritance to be collected from the past, this inheritance 
belonged to Germany? (Applause). But when, in his Roman history, Mommsen 
delighted in making Hannibal the great captain who made Rome tremble, and in 
reducing to his figure the figure of the Roman generals, and treated Pompey like a non- 
commissioned officer of the cavalry and degraded Cicero to a lousy provincial lawyer, 
who sold oratory and conscience, was there not in this the sense of a race that desired to 
reaffirm, even in the past, the power of those who had been the vanquished of Rome? 
(Applause). And when Wagner abandons his creation as an artist and, obeying Germanic 
doctrinarism, makes in his Opera and Drama the biting and demolishing criticism of all 
Italian melodramatic music, was there not, also in him, this sense of a fighter who feels 
the need, in order to assert himself, to demolish his adversary and force him to his knees 
and consider his own art as an expression of domination? We feel this sense of warlike 
struggle, as we feel conversely how on the other side there is a lack of sense of one's 
own race, the sense of the mission of one's own people, in receiving this culture, in 
receiving this art passively and thus losing one's own characteristics and choosing in the 
field of the spirit a submission and a slavery, no worse than the political one. (Applause). 
And Italy has known the damage of this culture, which was losing its characteristics, and 


could only be a translator and vulgarizer of other cultures. 


But Italy has also known something more: the intellectualistic fashion whose 
fundamental premise, confessed or not, was the Italian minority. You know that there 
came a time when not only in the universities, but outside the universities, in what 
should have been a living culture that presented itself to the young with characteristics 
of originality and freedom, we suffered that sad phenomenon of Italian anguish, which 
could be called the vocismo, and which was transferred, by men and by newspapers, 
through weeklies, upper rooms and groups, which poisoned above all the soul of the 


youth, and in which there was nothing but the search for exotic novelties and a violent 


and virulent sense of subjecting Italian life to the most merciless of criticisms and the 
most biting denials, to seek salvation every now and then in this or that foreign import, 
whether it was called pragmatism, Hegelianism or any other barbaric name, because the 
capacity to live the life of Italy was lost. (Applause). And I want to tell you that, faced 
with these actions, these groups, these circles, which at the moment in which the 
Fatherland was trying to find itself, raged as they raged against the war in Libya, which 
came to erase the shame of Adua; I want to tell you that these men of so-called culture 
who were barricaded in their libraries and who boasted to other Italians who knows how 
much wisdom, have done much more harm to Italy than those politicians whom we had 
to definitively clear out with the march of the black shirts. (Loud applause). Because 
against prezzolinismo and salveminismo and vocismo, and all the other corrupting vices, 
Giolitti himself has at least the title of having waged the war in Libya, that is, of having 
been dragged along, he who was nothing but a bureaucratic temperament, by what he 
later called Italian fatality, while the others did nothing but dip their pens in poison and 
rage against Italy as it was resuming its Mediterranean routes. And they too were much 
more responsible and guilty with their renunciation, with their servility to the Wilsons, 
to Yugoslavia, to Greece, to whoever was against Italy, than a Facta and a Bonomi could 
have been. This is why even in recent Italian history I say that certain anti-national or 
anational cultures have more guilt or responsibility than the parliamentary political 
degeneration itself. (Applause). This is why today we have arrived at the perfect 
antithesis. This culture is there, in Paris and London, in Salvemini's mug, doing the 
service of the foreigner, and vice versa, we have heard the best culture of Italian politics, 
understood as a sense of life, in the marvelous anti-diplomatic and anti-parliamentary 
speech, but for this very reason historical, with which Mussolini not only stopped the 
German race at the Brenner Pass, but affirmed the superiority of the ancient thousand- 
year-old Italian civilization! (Applause). Here then, if you like, is an essential gap, and 
we have reached it! Yes, sir! But it is this, not what our adversaries say. And when it is 


like that, then we must hunt down the evil beast wherever it is, we must hunt it down 


without remission; above all when it claims to be able to wrong us with our passion. 


Finally, it is not true that culture is superior to politics, because, as I have already 
shown you, not being Italian itself, it has ended up, by necessity, being anti-Italian. Such 
a culture, as I have been repeating for some time, had settled for the political part, in the 
social-democratic form. 

And so here are two good reasons why Fascism fights it strenuously: first, because 
it is a social-democratic culture; second, because being such, it claims to want to judge 
Fascism, to push it, according to its claims, into a lower area of the capabilities of the 
Italian people, and to consider it, instead of a creative and healing phenomenon, a 
contingent phenomenon whose passing must be awaited, to then reappear with the titles 
of its own pusillanimity maintained in university chairs or in other comfortable places! 
But we will have to push it out, even, if necessary, by military force. (Applause). This 
explains why Fascism also carries out another work, of distancing itself from 
intellectualism, criticism. This disease has tried and is trying here and there to take root 
in Fascism too. We must free ourselves from it with violent treatment, if necessary. It is 
a disease that must not develop. Fascism is not just any universal that we must realize in 
Italy! No: Fascism is an Italian mission, it is an original creation. Fascism wants to be 
nothing but the expression of Italy, recreating a type of humanity, which is secular and 
immortal. 

Having to do this, we do not have time to stop with those who would like to keep 
us at the corners to attempt the intellectual upper room of small criticism, of small 
surgery, of small anatomy. We need now to create, to be comprehensive. It is the same 
reason why Fascism is not a party, is not a small political doctrine, but is, as the Leader 
said, a way of life. This same reason prevents us from vivisecting the Italian in ourselves 
and we must be a whole thing, and then it is clear that discipline, that iron discipline that 
justifies intransigence and intolerance and repugnance towards the adversary, that iron 


discipline that we every day more want and must bring into Fascism itself, is not an 


external norm, it is not an imposition that we must give ourselves to be different from 
ourselves, but it is the condition for finally being ourselves and that is Italians in the full 
sense of the word. (Applause) . We refuse that man is the Faustian Jittle man that 
emerged from the laboratory hypothesis, as an abstract creation that no longer knows 
history, language, or tradition. We fight and oppose, even in fact, the mechanical man 
who could and would like to give us the mechanical civilization that elsewhere 
magnifies and crushes, under the development of mediocracy, the characteristics of the 
spirit. We do not want all this! We finally want to create in the world a type of humanity, 
and this type is ours. There is in fact today, and you feel it, in Italy, a real life with all its 
passion, with all its tragedies, with all its suffering, but which finally has a face, a face 
toward which, even when there is spite and suspicion, the interest of the whole world 
turns. We no longer live for a hypothesis of a democratic or socialist society, under 
which life was resolved in an impotent brawl. We are truly in a great moment in Italian 
history, in a moment of maximum conscious strengthening of all the virtues of the 


lineage. 


This awareness must accompany us and, if our adversaries tell us that we are 
totalitarians, that we are Dominicans, that we are intransigent, that we are tyrannical, do 
not be frightened by these adjectives. Take them with honor and pride, because to 
ignorant adversaries you will be able to say that each of these adjectives has 
accompanied the great moments of history in which the Empire, the Church and all the 
secular forms of society were founded. Do not reject any of them! Yes, yes, we are 
totalitarians! We want to be such, from morning to night, without divergent thoughts: 
fascists in the family, fascists in study, fascists in politics, fascists in society, fascists in 
art, fascists in hope and faith. We want to be Dominicans. Yes, sir, because there is no 
possibility in life of overcoming the contingent without a rule, and we want a rule! We 
want to be tyrannical, yes sir, because with this tyranny, we know we are saving 


ourselves, those around us, our children, our grandchildren, we know we are saving the 


suffering of mutual misunderstanding and we know we can finally leave them a rule for 
the life to come. So we can be all these things together also because these things, oh 
citizens and comrades, we no longer discuss them in the abstract but are in reality! Yes! 
Today in the reality of Italy there is the Chief, there is the founder of the order: we have 
him alive and present, now already solid in history, and he is Benito Mussolini! (Loud 
applause: the audience rises to its feet). So there is the Chief and founder of the order. 
The rule is now spelled out and defined in essential elements, and it is Fascism. Finally 
there is the order that we want to create! It is not the order of the democrats, it is not the 
order of the liberals, it is not the order of the socialists! It is the order of the Italians. 
Thus with the Chief, with the rule, with the order, we can truly look at the goal, 
and then, in front of our adversaries who want to put this policy in default, in front of 
their arid culture, we will respond with full certainty, that, in addition to what may be the 
legacy that we will leave of greater effort, of greater work, of a more orderly society, of 
a stronger production, we will leave that above all for which the people live history. We 


will leave a great spiritual legacy that has a great name: Italy! (Applause). 


